
 
 
 
 
 
 
November 6, 2002 
 
 
 
To:  Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, Chairman 
  Supervisor Gloria Molina 
  Supervisor Yvonne Brathwaite Burke 
  Supervisor Don Knabe 
  Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich 
 
From:  David E. Janssen 

Chief Administrative Officer 
 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES – CENTRAL INDUSTRIAL 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT (FIRST AND SECOND DISTRICTS)  
 
On October 21, 2002, I sent your Board a memorandum regarding the Preliminary Report issued by 
the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles on the proposed Central 
Industrial Project.  This memorandum is to advise you of the status of this project.  As we informed 
you in the October 21 memorandum, the City of Los Angeles is proposing to detach parcels from 
the existing Central Business District (CBD) Project, which recently reached its lifetime cap, and 
form two new projects.  The Central Industrial Project is the second of these projects.  If you recall, 
your Board previously authorized litigation regarding the first of these proposed projects, the City 
Center Project.  
 
On October 4, 2002 the County received notice that the Agency had scheduled the Joint Public 
Hearing for adoption of the proposed Central Industrial Project on November 6, 2002.  
Subsequently, the Agency issued its Preliminary Report on October 10, 2002.  It is the Preliminary 
Report that contains the Agency’s findings of blight, description of proposed projects, and financial 
feasibility analysis.  In a letter sent to the Agency on October 24, 2002, this office requested the 
Agency to recommend postponing the scheduled Joint Public Hearing in order to allow careful 
analysis of the Preliminary Report and meaningful consultation with the Agency.  That request was 
denied, and the Agency plans to proceed with recommending the adoption of the Project at the City 
Council meeting of November 6, 2002. 
 
Therefore, in order to preserve your Board’s options in determining a potential course of action, we 
are proceeding to file a Statement of Objections with the City consistent with their public hearing on 
this project on November 6, 2002. After presentation of our Objections, the City will be required to 
respond to the points raised.  Should this process not lead to resolution of our concerns, your Board 
may wish to consider further action.  Failure to voice opposition at the hearing would preclude the 
County from legally challenging the proposed project at a later date.  Your Board is being 
separately copied on the Statement of Objections. 
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The Statement of Objections addresses three points: 
 
• First, consistent with the City Center litigation, the detachment of acreage from the old CDB 

Project in order to establish new redevelopment projects is a violation of the court-imposed cap 
of the CBD Project. 

 
• Second, the Agency violated Community Redevelopment Law by not providing the Preliminary 

Report in a timely fashion, which prohibited adequate review and meaningful consultation with 
the County.   

 
• And third, the Agency’s Preliminary Report fails to provide adequate findings of blight, especially 

in regards to economic blight. 
 
If you have any questions at this time, please call me, or your staff may call Robert Moran of my 
office at (213) 974-1130.   
 
DEJ:LS 
MKZ:RTM:nl 
 
c: Auditor-Controller 
 County Counsel 
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November 6, 2002 
 
 
J. Michael Carey 
City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Main St., Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012  
 
Dear Mr. Carey: 
 

PROPOSED CENTRAL INDUSTRIAL REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
 
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 33362, the County of Los Angeles hereby 
submits its Statement of Objections to the proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment 
Project. 
 
The County’s objections can be summarized as follows: First, a majority of the project 
area is proposed to be detached from the existing Central Business District (CBD) 
Project.  The County believes the detachment of parcels from the CBD Project, and the 
inclusion of those parcels in the new Central Industrial Project is in violation of the 
court-imposed stipulated judgment regarding the lifetime cap of the CBD Project. 
 
Second, the County did not receive the Preliminary Report until October 10, 2002.  This 
afforded the County inadequate time to review the Agency’s blight and fiscal analysis 
and prevented meaningful consultations with the Agency.  Third, the County is not 
satisfied that the Agency has made an adequate showing of blight, particularly in regard 
to claims of economic blight. 
 
Attached is a report expressing the objections to the proposed Project.  Pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code Section 33363, the County respectfully requests your legislative 
body’s written response.  If you have any questions regarding this submission, please 
call Robert Moran of this office at (213) 974-1130. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
DAVID E. JANSSEN 
Chief Administrative Officer 
 
DEJ:LS 
MKZ:RM:nl 
Attachment 
c: Each Supervisor 
  Auditor-Controller 
  County Counsel 
 Jerry A. Scharlin, Administrator, Community Redevelopment 
  Agency of the City of Los Angeles 
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Statement of Objections to the Proposed 
Central Industrial Redevelopment Project  November 2002 

 
 
In accordance with Health and Safety Code, Section 33363, the County of 
Los Angeles submits the following objections to the proposed adoption of 
the Central Industrial Redevelopment Project. 
 
OBJECTION NUMBER 1: 
 
Violation of Central Business District (CBD) Spending Cap. 
 

In an attempt to get around a spending cap on downtown 
redevelopment and coax developers to pursue new projects, the 
L.A. Community Redevelopment Agency has proposed splitting 
much of the current downtown redevelopment project area into 
two new zones. 1 

 
The Community Redevelopment Agency’s proposed formation of new project 
areas (City Center and Central Industrial) is in violation of a court-sanctioned 
agreement and the Community Redevelopment Law.  In a stipulated judgment, 
entered by the Los Angeles Superior Court on November 22, 1977, the Agency 
and the City Council of Los Angeles, among others, agreed and became bound 
by Court Order to certain limitations, controls and criteria for the implementation 
of the Redevelopment Plan for that property comprising the CBD Project. 
 
In an attempt to circumvent the limitations and controls set forth in that stipulated 
judgment, including the tax increment spending lifetime cap, the Agency has 
dissected the CBD Project to create new proposed redevelopment projects.  A 
map of the projects is attached.  By ignoring the mandates of the court-imposed 
stipulated judgment, the Agency has abused its discretion and has attempted to 
usurp powers that in this context belong only to the judiciary.  The Court of 
Appeal2 has previously rejected the Agency’s attempt to circumvent the tax 
increment spending limitation that is part of the stipulated judgment. 
 
In the recent case of Graber v. City of Upland, the City sought to delete a 77-acre 
parcel from one redevelopment project and “reassign” it to another project in 
order to obtain a new base year for the parcel.  The Fourth District Court of 
Appeal held: “We therefore agree with the County that the attempted 
reassignment of properties from one project area to another was an improper 
attempt by the City to do indirectly what it could not do directly.  The trial court 
therefore acted properly in voiding ordinance 1683.”3 
 
The City of Los Angeles is similarly attempting to delete parcels from the CBD 
Project and reassign them to the City Center and Central Industrial Projects for 

                                                 
1 Los Angeles Business Journal, December 3, 2001 
2 Bernardi v. City Council of Los Angeles, 54 Cal. App. 3d, 426 (1977) 
3 Graber v. City of Upland, 99 Cal. App. 4th 424 (2002) 
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an improper purpose: to evade the court-imposed CBD Project cap to which the 
City and Agency agreed and by which it remains bound.   
 
 
 
 
OBJECTION NUMBER 2: 
  
Failure to Provide Taxing Entities with the Preliminary Report within a 
Reasonable Time after Receiving the Section 33328 Fiscal Report, or to 
Consult in Good Faith, After Providing the Preliminary Report but Before 
Giving Notice of the Joint Public Hearing.  
 
According to Section 33344.5 of the Health and Safety Code:   
 

After receiving the report prepared pursuant to Section 33328, or 
after the time period for preparation of that report has passed, a 
redevelopment agency, which includes a provision for the division 
of taxes pursuant to Section 33670 in the redevelopment plan, shall 
prepare and send to each affected taxing entity, as defined in 
Section 33353.2, a preliminary report which shall contain all of the 
following: 
   (a) The reasons for the selection of the project area. 
   (b) A description of the physical and economic conditions existing 
in the project area. 
   (c) A description of the project area which is sufficiently detailed 
for a determination as to whether the project area is predominantly 
urbanized.  The description shall include at least the following 
information, which shall be based upon the terms described and 
defined in Section 33320.1: 
   (1) The total number of acres within the project area. 
   (2) The total number of acres that is characterized by the 
condition described in paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 
33031. 
   (3) The total number of acres that are in agricultural use.  
"Agricultural use" shall have the same meaning as that term is 
defined in subdivision (b) of Section 51201 of the Government 
Code. 
   (4) The total number of acres that is an integral part of an area 
developed for urban uses. 
   (5) The percent of property within the project area that is 
predominantly urbanized. 
   (6) A map of the project area that identifies the property described 
in paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), and the property not developed for 
an urban use. 
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   (d) A preliminary assessment of the proposed method of 
financing the redevelopment of the project area, including an 
assessment of the economic feasibility of the project and the 
reasons for including a provision for the division of taxes pursuant 
to Section 33670 in the redevelopment plan. 
   (e) A description of the specific project or projects then proposed 
by the agency. 
   (f) A description of how the project or projects to be pursued by 
the agency in the project area will improve or alleviate the 
conditions described in subdivision (b). 
   (g) If the project area contains lands that are in agricultural use, 
the preliminary report shall be sent to the Department of 
Conservation, the county agricultural commissioner, the county 
farm bureau, the California Farm Bureau Federation, and 
agricultural entities and general farm organizations that provide a 
written request for notice.  A separate written request for notice 
shall be required for each proposed redevelopment plan or 
amendment that adds territory.  A written request for notice 
applicable to one redevelopment plan or amendment shall not be 
effective for a subsequent plan or amendment. 

 
The Section 33328 report for the Central Industrial Project, a copy of which is 
attached, was sent to the Agency by the County of Los Angeles Auditor-
Controller on January 28, 2002.  The Agency did not transmit the Preliminary 
Report to the County until the afternoon of October 10, 2002.  The Agency had 
previously scheduled the Joint Public Hearing for November 6, 2002.  The 
County was given the Preliminary Report only 26 days (17 working days) to 
review before Plan adoption. 
 
The Preliminary Report for the Central Industrial Redevelopment Project includes 
95 single-spaced pages of detailed analysis and 17 maps.  The County maintains 
that the amount of time given by the Agency to review such an important and 
complex document is woefully insufficient. 
 
The Agency states in the Preliminary Report4 that a field conditions survey of the 
area east of Alameda St. to document blight was accomplished in mid-1998.  In 
late spring of 2000, a new field conditions survey was completed.  Clearly the 
Agency had compiled its blight analysis far in advance of October 10, 2002.  Why 
did the Agency choose to withhold this information from the County until a mere 
26 days prior to its scheduled Joint Public Hearing? 
 

                                                 
4 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 2002, 
p. 4. 
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The County contends that it was the legislative intent of AB 1290 that agencies 
provide the Preliminary Report to the taxing entities in a timely fashion to allow  
adequate review.  Included in the reforms of AB 1290 was the deletion of 
Mitigation Agreements, Fiscal Review Committees, and negotiated pass-through 
payments.  However, AB 1290 also substantially narrowed the definition of blight, 
and the County believes intended, through the Preliminary Report, to provide 
protection to the taxing agencies via a reasonable review process.  According to 
analysis provided to the Senate Floor5:      
  

CRA [California Redevelopment Association] contends that by 
eliminating the fiscal review process and pass-through agreements, 
AB 1290 would provide a greater incentive for counties and other 
affected entities to closely examine a proposed redevelopment 
project area to make sure it meets the requirements of existing 
redevelopment law.  Counties and other affected entities would 
then have two options:  agree to the proposed redevelopment 
project area; or legally challenge the proposed redevelopment 
project area. 
 
CRA stressed that this bill would require redevelopment agencies 
to provide more information on how tax increment funds are spent, 
the goals and objectives of the agency, how an activity would assist 
in the elimination of blight, and a detailed account of indebtedness.  
CRA believes that AB 1290 would make redevelopment agencies 
more effective and accountable. 

 
The County believes that the legislative intent of AB 1290 is clear: taxing 
agencies should be afforded the opportunity to “closely examine” redevelopment 
projects.  By not releasing the Preliminary Report until the eleventh hour, the 
Agency effectively denied taxing agencies a reasonable opportunity to examine 
the proposed project, vitiated the possibility of meaningful consultations between 
taxing agencies and the Agency, and prejudiced the ability of taxing agencies to 
object to Project adoption. 
 
Redevelopment in California is a comprehensive legal reference text on 
redevelopment practice authored by the partners of the Redevelopment Section 
of the law firm of McDonough, Holland, and Allen.6 Since the publication of the 
Second Edition in 1995, the text has included an "Illustrative Time Schedule And 
Procedural Guide for the Adoption of a Redevelopment Plan".  The Illustrative 
Time Schedule has been updated in each of the supplements (published in 1996, 
1998, 1999, and 2001) to the work.  In each case the authors show release of the 
Preliminary Report to affected taxing agencies "Month 4, Day 16", with project 

                                                 
5 AB 1290 Bill Analysis, California Redevelopment Association, July 6, 1993, p. 8. 
6 Redevelopment in California, Beatty et al., Solano Press, 2nd Ed. 1995 (2001 supplement) 
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adoption occurring "Month 9, Day 6" or "Month 9, Day 20" (depending upon 
receipt of written objections to Plan adoption).  Redevelopment in California thus 
suggests that the Preliminary Report be issued nearly five months before project 
adoption. 
 
The text includes the following comment upon the importance of the Preliminary 
Report: "Upon receipt of the report by the county fiscal officer (or after the time 
period for preparation has passed), the agency is required to prepare a 
preliminary report for all the taxing agencies receiving property tax revenues from 
the project area (the affected taxing agencies).  § 33344.5.  This document is 
critical because it requires the agency to identify the types of blighting conditions 
in the project area as well as the scope and purpose of the redevelopment plan." 
 
In 1999, Goldfarb & Lipman, a leading consultant to the redevelopment sector, 
produced a guideline for redevelopment projects7.  Included in the prescribed 
timeline was a schedule of activities that included the following: 
 
Day 156 Staff transmits Preliminary Report, Draft Plan and Draft EIR to 

taxing entities, Legislative Body, Planning Commission and PAC 
(Sections 33333.3 and 33344.5).   

 
Documents:  Preliminary Report 
  Draft Plan 
  Draft EIR 
  Transmittal Letter 
 
Between Staff consults with each affected taxing entity.  NOTE: MUST BE  
Day 156- COMPLETED PRIOR TO FIRST PUBLICATION OF LEGAL 
Day 249 NOTICE OF JOINT PUBLIC HEARING.  Be certain to keep written 

documentation of all consultations. 
 
Day 245 Staff mails legal notice of joint public hearing on Redevelopment 

Plan and letter along with map to taxing entities via certified mail, 
return receipt requested (Sections 33349, 33350, 33356 and 
33361). 

 
Goldfarb and Lipman thus advised their clients that agencies should send the 
Preliminary Report to taxing entities some 89 days prior to the notice of Joint 
Public Hearing to ensure adequate review and consultations.  In addition: 
 

The preliminary report is the first major background document 
required under CRL to describe the purpose and impact of the 

                                                 
7 Setting Up a New Redevelopment Project Area Under AB 1290 Legislation, Goldfarb & Lipman, 
Presentation to County Tax Managers Subcommittee Meeting, May 5, 1999, p. 62-68 

 County of Los Angeles           Page 6 of 32  



Statement of Objections to the Proposed 
Central Industrial Redevelopment Project  November 2002 

 
 

proposed redevelopment program.  The preliminary report is of 
value to all participants in the plan adoption process as an early 
statement of program needs, goals, activities, and costs. 
 
If carefully prepared, the preliminary report can help a 
redevelopment agency demonstrate that the community has 
designated a project area with strong qualifications under CRL 
standards, and that there is a well-conceived, financially feasible 
program of proposed redevelopment actions directly related to 
meeting the project area’s special community development needs.  
While such information and analysis may not relieve affected taxing 
entities or other community members of their concerns about the 
proposed redevelopment program, it may serve to screen out 
certain ancillary legal issues or flush out legitimate concerns early 
in the process, and to establish the seriousness, credibility, 
professionalism, and good faith of the redevelopment agency in 
embarking upon the redevelopment process.  Achievement of those 
objectives should not be underestimated in setting the tone for the 
remainder of the plan adoption process.8 

 
Goldfarb & Lipman also advised agencies to consult with affected taxing entities: 
 

Common practice is for the redevelopment agency to deliver the 
preliminary report, the proposed redevelopment plan and the draft 
EIR simultaneously to each affected taxing entity (Check List Item 
#37).  The redevelopment agency must attempt to call or otherwise 
individually consult with each affected taxing agency, in addition to 
sending the required information to each affected taxing agency.  
The consultations must be completed prior to publication of the 
notice of the joint public hearing on the plan (Section 33328).9 

 
In the case of the Central Industrial Project, the Agency sent the Preliminary 
Report to the taxing agencies after sending the Notice of Joint Public Hearing 
(dated October 4, 2002).  This appears to violate Section 33328: 
 

Prior to the publication of notice of the legislative body’s public 
hearing on the plan, the agency shall consult with each taxing 
agency which levies taxes, or for which taxes are levied, on 
property in the project area with respect to the plan and to the 
allocation of taxes pursuant to Section 33670.    

 

                                                 
8 Goldfarb & Lipman, “Setting Up a New Redevelopment Project Area Under AB 1290 Legislation, 
Presentation to County Tax Managers Subcommittee Meeting, May 5, 1999, p. 18-19. 
9 Goldfarb & Lipman, “Setting Up a New Redevelopment Project Area Under AB 1290 Legislation, 
Presentation to County Tax Managers Subcommittee Meeting, May 5, 1999, p. 21. 
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Further, in Franklin-McKinley v. City of San Jose10 the Court of Appeal explained: 
 

The Agency is to prepare the preliminary report early in the process 
and to submit it to affected taxing agencies so that they may 
evaluate the impacts of the proposed redevelopment and respond 
to the legislative body. 

 
In spite of the County’s attempts to engage in early consultations 
(correspondence attached), the only consultation provided by the Agency, in 
addition to sending required reports, was a tour of the Project Area on August 15, 
2002.  On October 21, 2002 Agency staff contacted County staff offering to 
schedule a consultation meeting.  Because the County did not receive the 
Preliminary Report until October 10, 2002, and the Joint Public Hearing had been 
scheduled for November 6, 2002, the County requested the Agency postpone the 
scheduled hearing to allow reasonable examination and meaningful consultation.  
The Agency’s Director responded that he would recommend denial of this 
request.   
 
 
 
 
OBJECTION NUMBER 3: 
 
Failure to Demonstrate Project Area Blight in Accordance With Health & 
Safety Code, Sections 33030 and 33031. 
 
The Agency is required to present substantial evidence of blight to justify the use 
of redevelopment.  According to Section 33030, a blighted area “is an area in 
which the combination of conditions set forth in Section 33031 is so prevalent 
and so substantial that it causes a reduction of, or lack of, proper utilization of the 
area to such an extent that it constitutes a serious physical and economic burden 
on the community which cannot reasonably be expected to be reversed or 
alleviated by private enterprise or governmental action, or both, without 
redevelopment.” 
 
Section 33031 (a) describes the conditions of physical blight as: 
 

   (1) Buildings in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live 
or work.  These conditions can be caused by serious building code 
violations, dilapidation and deterioration, defective design or 
physical construction, faulty or inadequate utilities, or other similar 
factors. 
   (2) Factors that prevent or substantially hinder the economically 
viable use or capacity of buildings or lots.  This condition can be 

                                                 
10 Franklin-McKinley School Dist. v. City of San Jose, 234 Cal. App. 3d 1599, at 1608 (1991). 
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caused by a substandard design, inadequate size given present 
standards and market conditions, lack of parking, or other similar 
factors. 
   (3) Adjacent or nearby uses that are incompatible with each other 
and which prevent the economic development of those parcels or 
other portions of the project area. 
   (4) The existence of subdivided lots of irregular form and shape 
and inadequate size for proper usefulness and development that 
are in multiple ownership. 

 
(1) Unsafe or unhealthy buildings 
Evidence must be presented that buildings are “unsafe or unhealthy for persons 
to live or work.”  “Deterioration” and “dilapidation” are enumerated in the statutory 
language; “deferred maintenance” is not.   According to the Preliminary Report, 
the Agency in its field survey classified 42 of 1,231 (3 percent) of the buildings in 
the project area as dilapidated.  The Agency includes a category in its field 
survey of “Extensive Rehabilitation.”  This category includes buildings requiring 
significant investments to correct perceived major repairs.  The field survey 
classified 150 of 1,231 (12 percent) in the “Extensive Rehabilitation” category.  
There is no showing that the buildings judged to need “extensive rehabilitation” 
are “unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work.”  Even together, these two 
categories total 15 percent, hardly substantial evidence of prevalent 
deterioration. 
 
The Preliminary Report notes that from August 1997 to November 2001, the City 
Department of Building and Safety filed 26 complaints of building code violations 
in the project area.  No evidence is provided to indicate that 26 complaints in a 
four-year period are excessive, how this number compares to other areas of the 
City, or whether any complaint implicated a condition “unsafe or unhealthy for 
persons to live or work.”    
 
(2) Inadequate size, substandard design, lack of parking 
The Agency indicates that 28 of 1,231 (2 percent) of the buildings are of 
defective design, and 58 buildings revealed shifting uses.  In regard to parcel 
size, the Preliminary Report lists two criteria for determining “nonconforming 
conditions.”  The first criterion is the legal minimum size required by the Los 
Angeles Planning and Zoning Code.  The Agency asserts the Project Area fails 
to meet this criterion as follows: 
 

The Project Area was subdivided and developed under prior 
standards, codes, and regulations.  Consequently, there are many 
parcels of irregular form, shape and size that restrict land utilization 
and the efficient economic development of parcels.11 

                                                 
11 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 23. 
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The legal minimum size required by the Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 
is not given, and no further information is provided; therefore the reader is left 
with nothing more than the conclusory statement above to judge this assertion. 
 
The second criterion used by the Agency to define “nonconforming” parcels is 
adequate parcel size for economically feasible development.  “Certain minimum 
parcels sizes are necessary to facilitate modern development patterns.”12  The 
Agency goes to great lengths in the Preliminary Report (Section D, pages 25-46) 
to describe this condition.  In general, “small mom and pop distribution 
companies” currently dominate the project area.  However, the Agency provides 
extensive evidence as to why the project area is lacking the amenities required 
by “contemporary warehouse/distribution facilities.”   
 

… Today’s manufacturing and distributors are looking for design 
features such as 24-foot high ceilings, ESFR sprinklers, air-
conditioning, expanded electrical power to accommodate 
computers, and ample parking. 
 
… With rare exceptions, the objective for development of 
warehouse/distribution facilities is to provide maximum flexibility at 
a low cost.  As a result, contemporary warehouses tend toward 
one-story structures with long clear-span trusses, simple 
rectangular shapes, few windows, and walls of brick, concrete 
block, tilt-up concrete, or sheet metal with few or no aesthetic 
enhancements.  They are generally built in locations where land 
costs less and highway access is good.13 

 
The Agency claims that the small mom and pop companies that currently 
dominate the project area are blighted because they lack the amenities (large 
building size, truck loading areas, on-site parking, and minimum requirements for 
ceiling heights, power, and sprinkler systems) desired by modern warehouses.  
The Preliminary Report sites numerous references to industry standards to show 
that the current buildings are inadequate. 
 
This logic is flawed for a number of reasons.  First, the courts have ruled that 
Section 33031 (a) (2) applies to existing uses: “substantial evidence must show 
the physical factors actually prevent or substantially hinder an existing use or 
lot’s economic viability…[a]ccordingly, … the record must demonstrate 
substantial evidence quantifying the effect the physical condition has on the 

                                                 
12 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 23. 
13 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 26. 
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economic viability of the existing use or capacity of the building or lot.”14  Further, 
the fact that the Agency would prefer to replace mom and pop companies with 
large warehouses does not demonstrate how the current uses are unsafe and 
are a burden on the community.  Redevelopment is not to be used “just because 
the public agency considers that it can make a better use or planning of an area 
than its present use or plan.”15 
 
Second, a careful examination of the sources for the industry standards the 
Agency cites cautions readers regarding the use of these standards in urban 
settings: 
 

The architectural design and site planning for individual buildings in 
business parks depend on regulations such as zoning and CC&Rs 
and on the users who are expected to occupy the buildings.  
Building setbacks, lot sizes and shapes, building coverage, design 
quality, relationships to adjacent uses, parking needs, truck loading 
solutions, trailer storage, and landscaping and screening vary 
widely by building product type as well as regional and locational 
variations in tenants’ expectations and the competitive climate.16 
 

The realities of the particular development, and whether it is suburban or 
intensive urban use, set the “standard for appropriate development,” for example: 
 

… an urban business park that contains primarily office uses will 
have very different building and site design requirements from a 
suburban park geared toward manufacturing and warehouse uses 
or one geared toward flexible-use R&D space.  Building setbacks 
from the fronting street vary from none for buildings on a property 
line in a dense urban area to 50 feet (15 m) or more for those in 
some suburban areas.17 

 
Imposing the standards for contemporary suburban business parks upon existing 
uses holds the existing uses up to a false standard.  Typical of this rigid 
unrealistic approach the Preliminary Report speaks admiringly of a trend to ever 
larger warehouses, buildings remote in every sense from urban infill uses: 
 

… Warehouses have gotten much larger since the 1980’s, when a 
building was considered large at 200,000 square feet (18,600 m2).  

                                                 
14 Friends of Mammoth v. Town of Mammoth Lakes Redevelopment Agency (2000), 82 Cal. App. 
4th at 555. 
15 Sweetwater Valley Civic Assn. v. City of National City (1976), 18 Cal. 3d at 278.  
16 Business Park and Industrial Development Handbook, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 
2001, p. 124. 
17 Business Park and Industrial Development Handbook, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 
2001, p. 102. 
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Today, a building is considered large if it measures more than 1 
million square feet (93,000 m2). 
 
… “Fast-growing cities such as Phoenix, Dallas, Fort Worth, and 
Atlanta have fifth-generation cores emerging about 50 to 60 miles 
(80 to 95 km) outside their downtowns; those cores are generally 
being led by industrial development because the land is so cheap, it 
has easy freeway access, and it’s less congested for now,” says 
Christopher B. Leinberger, managing director of Robert Charles 
Lesser & Co., an international real estate consulting firm in Los 
Angeles.  “That’s where the new mega-warehouses, which run 1 to 
2 million square feet (93,000 to 186,000 m2) each, are located.  
That’s 25 acres (10 ha) under one roof.”18 

 
A contrary strategy may well be in the City’s interest: 
 

A more positive perception of urban locations and the decreasing 
availability of large Greenfield sites in the suburbs are leading some 
business park developers back toward the city to urban infill sites 
and formerly industrial brownfields.  Despite the potential issues 
and costs related to their environmental conditions, these sites offer 
advantages of access to existing amenities and public 
transportation.  Certain high-tech and startup incubator industries 
initiated the move to lighter uses, including offices, in former 
industrial areas, but another push came from dot.com companies 
looking for distinctive workspaces.  Moreover, the cost of 
renovating a major facility is often less expensive than new 
construction (see the Starbucks Center case study in Chapter 7).19 
 

By claiming existing uses are blighted by inadequate size, the Plan presumes 
that only large-scale planned development can function economically in the 
Project Area.  But this is belied by the values the market has placed on existing 
uses.  It also unnecessarily forecloses smaller-scale alternative use strategies: 

 
There is a growing recognition that downtown LA’s new mission is 
not to be powerful, but to be fun, different and interesting.  Among 
its great assets are impressive beaux-arts office buildings, a 
collection of warehouse and industrial buildings suitable for 
conversion into artists’ lofts and digital business locations.  The key 
element in its recovery is not how much it resembles other regional 

                                                 
18 Business Park and Industrial Development Handbook, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 
2001, p. 131. 
19 Business Park and Industrial Development Handbook, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 
2001, p. 289. 
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business centers, but how it offers its dramatic array of one-of-a-
kind ethnic, retail and entertainment experiences.20 
 

Finally, the Preliminary Report does not set forth any basis from which it can 
reasonably be concluded that the Project Area can be redeveloped from its 
allegedly inadequate physical conditions and brought up to “modern standards.”  
The Agency does not propose leveling the Project Area or large areas wholesale, 
nor does it suggest that doing so would be financially feasible.  Therefore, it fails 
to show that the Plan would address, much less correct, the allegedly inadequate 
physical conditions upon which it seeks to justify the Plan. 

 
 
(3) Incompatible uses    
The Preliminary Report refers the reader to a map that identifies the location of 
incompatible uses.  The map does not identify what the uses are, or why they are 
incompatible.  No evidence is provided that the declared incompatible uses 
prevent economic development in the Project Area.    
 
(4) Irregular Shape/Multiple Ownership 
The Preliminary Report indicates that there are 60 subdivided lots (3 percent) 
with irregular shape in multiple ownership.  Once again, the Agency’s conclusory 
assertion that this characteristic exists in the project area does not provide 
substantial evidence that this condition prevents proper usefulness and 
development.  The Agency’s map of the alleged conditions merely sums up in 
graphic form its own assertion.  No facts are set forth in support of the Agency’s 
conclusion that the parcels should be “considered to be of irregular form for 
development consideration.” 
 
 
Section 33031 (b) describes the conditions of economic blight as: 
 

   (1) Depreciated or stagnant property values or impaired 
investments, including, but not necessarily limited to, those 
properties containing hazardous wastes that require the use of 
agency authority as specified in Article 12.5 (commencing with 
Section 33459). 
   (2) Abnormally high business vacancies, abnormally low lease 
rates, high turnover rates, abandoned buildings, or excessive 
vacant lots within an area developed for urban use and served by 
utilities. 
   (3) A lack of necessary commercial facilities that are normally 
found in neighborhoods, including grocery stores, drug stores, and 
banks and other lending institutions. 

                                                 
20 “Knowledge-Value Cities in the Digital Age”, Milken Institute, Joel Kotkin and Ross C. DeVol, 
Feb. 13, 2001, p. 93.  
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   (4) Residential overcrowding or an excess of bars, liquor stores, 
or other businesses that cater exclusively to adults, that has led to 
problems of public safety and welfare. 
   (5) A high crime rate that constitutes a serious threat to the public 
safety and welfare. 

 
(1) Stagnant Property Values 
The Preliminary Report (page 27) states that the project area has averaged 3.5 
percent annual growth in property values the last five years.  Manifestly, 3.5 
percent annual growth is not depreciation.  While lower than the City as a whole, 
no explanation is given as to how an average growth of 3.5 percent per year can 
possibly be considered stagnant.  In fact, since Proposition 13 mandates that  
annual increases in property values cannot exceed two percent, without 
improvements having been made or a change of ownership, the growth rate 
actually reflects an area displaying significant economic vigor. 
 
(2) Vacancies, Lease Rates, Turnover Rates 
By the Agency’s own admission, these characteristics of the Project Area fail to 
demonstrate economic blight.  The properties in the Project Area are 
predominantly industrial.  “Industrial vacancy rates are reported to be low in the 
Project Area,”21 industrial lease rates are competitive, and industrial properties 
sold for only four percent less than comparable areas.  In claiming that lease 
rates “are not high enough to support reinvestment to upgrade properties to meet 
modern standards due to the small sizes of properties and high costs associated 
with land acquisition in the project area,” the Agency simply chooses to ignore 
the fact that existing uses of Project Area properties produce high rents and low 
vacancy rates. 
 
In fact, the Project Area is an economically thriving area, poised to take 
advantage of its strategic location adjacent to the recently opened Alameda 
Corridor: 
 

… The central core Los Angeles sub-market achieved the lowest 
vacancy rate of 1.6%.22 [see attached] 
 
“It is a very tight market,” said Hotchkiss.  “There is a lack of space 
available downtown.  And 80 percent of what is available is 25,000 
square feet or less.”  Hotchkiss added that monthly rental rates 
downtown are some of the highest in the county and can run as 
high as 60 cents per square foot, but the average rental rate is 35 
cents.23 

                                                 
21 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 55. 
22 Market Index Brief, CB Richard Ellis, 2nd Quarter 2002. 
23 Los Angeles Business Journal, “Industrial Hotspots”, Jessica Toledano, July 27, 1998 
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The continued demand for industrial and warehouse space will be 
fueled in part by planned port expansion and the completion of the 
Alameda Corridor, which will speed freight rail transport in Central 
Los Angeles.  Large, modern industrial buildings continue to be rare 
commodities, and space is still scarce in many key markets.  The 
vacancy rate in central Los Angeles, for example, was only 1.5% 
during the first quarter.24 
 
One of the first businesses attracted by the corridor opened earlier 
this month just west of the rail line in Carson.  The refrigerated 
warehouse, employing 35 people per shift, will temporarily store 
perishable goods transiting through the Southern California ports.  
If forecasts for the ports bear out, more businesses like the P&O 
Cold Logistics warehouse can be expected to sprout along the 
corridor.25 
 

(5) Crime Rate 
First, crime rates are reported on a resident per capita basis.  Because the 
project area is predominantly industrial, there are few permanent residents in the 
area.  The Agency’s report thus employs an unfair measure of the threat to public 
safety and welfare posed by crime in the project area.  When considering crime 
rates, any appropriate measure must reflect the large numbers of daytime 
workers and visitors to the area during business hours, to accurately reveal 
public safety and welfare impacts.   
 
Second, the Agency’s report acknowledges that the Project Area is adjacent to 
Skid Row, with its large population of indigents, many with criminal records 
and/or substance abuse problems.  The report fails to make any effort to identify 
the locations reported for crimes and suggests without substantiation that a high 
crime incidence uniformly affects the Project Area.  There is no basis in the 
report for that assumption. 
 
Third, the Project Area is only compared to the City as a whole.  Comparison of 
apples with apples, would seem to be required.  Obviously the entire City of Los 
Angeles includes vast residential and commercial areas drastically different from 
the proposed Project Area.  It is unclear why the Agency sought to compare the 
Project Area to the City as a whole and why a more directly comparable set of 
conditions was not used. 
 
Finally, there is essentially nothing in the Preliminary Report to suggest that the 
alleged “blighting” condition of crime will be addressed in any meaningful way: 
                                                 
24 Los Angeles Times, “Pace Slows in Race for Industrial Space”, Jesus Sanchez, June 5, 2001. 
25 Economic Development Now, “Hauling Freight, Not Extra Baggage”, International Economic 
Development Council, June 15, 2002. 
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there is no plan directed at the issue.  The only reference to crime in the 
“Projects Proposed” section of the Report occurs at the very end under the 
catchall “Other Engenderment Programs”: 
 

Facilitation of programs to address issues of crime and security 
within and adjacent to the Central Industrial Redevelopment Project 
Area.  The use of Agency staff time to assist local merchants in 
creating business improvement districts focusing on safety, clean 
up and security programs, in an example of a project under this 
program subset.(sic)26 

 
In other words, local merchants will have to assess themselves if they determine 
they want better security; Agency will provide nothing—except unspecified “staff 
time”. 
 
Deficiencies in public infrastructure are listed as a blighting condition: 
 

Issues of public improvements in the context of blight in the Project 
Area involve adequacy and maintenance of street surfaces, alleys, 
sidewalks, curbs and gutters, street trees, street lighting, and utility 
lines.  Deficiencies of certain types of public improvements, such as 
deteriorated street surfaces, cracked sidewalks and inadequate 
street lighting, are potential causes of accidents.  In addition to the 
public safety concern, the deficiencies contribute to the negative 
image of an area.27   

  
With the adoption of AB 1290 “inadequate public improvements, public facilities, 
open spaces, and utilities” was deleted as a factor justifying a finding of blight.  A  
lack of adequate public improvements cannot substitute for the required findings 
of substantial evidence of both physical and economic blight.  Further, no 
evidence is provided to indicate an increase in the number of accidents in the 
project area due to deficiencies in public improvements. 
 
As noted earlier in this report, Section 33344.5 requires the Preliminary Report to 
include:  
  

A description of how the project or projects to be pursued by the 
agency in the project area will improve or alleviate the conditions 
described in subdivision (b). 

   

                                                 
26 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 94. 
27 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 24. 
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The description of how the proposed $177 million Economic Development 
Program proposed by the Agency will alleviate the blighting conditions described 
in the Preliminary Report is as follows: 
 

The economic development program and projects will address 
obsolete commercial and industrial facilities, alleviate or improve 
deteriorating building conditions, and facilitate the development of 
vacant or underutilized parcels.  They will facilitate the development 
of new entrepreneurial ventures to occupy vacant commercial, 
office and industrial space within the Project Area.  This program 
also encompasses the provision of facilities to serve as training 
sites for both business owners/operators and the upgrading of job 
and interview skills for residents of the Project Area and 
immediately adjacent residential neighborhoods.  These projects 
will facilitate new construction and the provision of necessary 
commercial and industrial facilities for community residents by 
serving as a catalyst to promote private sector investment in the 
Project Area.28 
 

This generic language offers no specific evidence as to how these programs will 
alleviate the blight in this project area, and no connection is made with the blight 
findings made earlier in the Preliminary Report.  For instance, a job-training 
program is mentioned, however, lack of worker skills was not indicated as a 
problem in the project area.    
 
Accordingly, the County of Los Angeles requests that the Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, with and through its 
legislative body, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, consider and 
respond in writing to each of the objections and suggestions set forth above, 
setting forth in detail for each objection, a good faith reasoned analysis as 
required by law. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
28 Preliminary Report for the Proposed Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, October 8, 
2002, p. 95. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Map of project areas 
 

2. Section 33328 Report: January 28, 2002  
 

3. May 28, 2002 County letter seeking early consultations 
 

4. June 12, 2002 Agency affirmative response  
 

5. July 26, 2002 Agency standard notice offering to consult 
 

6. Notice of Joint Public Hearing:  October 4, 2002 
 

7. October 24, 2002 County letter seeking postponement 
 

8. October 30, 2002 Agency letter recommends against postponement 
 

9. Los Angeles Industrial Market, CB Richard Ellis, 2nd Quarter 2002 
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